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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to examine the perspectives of Air

Force Systems Command contracting officers relative to year-end spending

practices, current policies, and changes needed in order to minimize

waste and/or the perception of waste given that year-end spending is not

necessarily wasteful.

Four research questions were addressed. Fhese were: <I) Do

contracting officials agree with the causes of year-end spending

identified in previous research and which of these is considered to be

the most significant factor? (2) Do policies which implement earlier

(e.g., third quarter of the fiscal year) deadlines decrease the

potential for waste? (3) Are there other rmethods or policies which

would provide better incentives for managers and contracting officials

to minimize the unnecessary use of available government funds?

--(4) Would additional training of Air Force fund managers and

contracting officers be beneficial in reducing the possibility of waste,

and, if so, what areas .3houll that training ,:over'

In ,3eneral, most contracting officers ild agree . ith the ,:,u:;es

previously itent i.ted and ,:ons i erei '--he nmmed to oh i.-, t e e r.

expiration of funds as the most significant. Additional causes,

including the complexity of the procurement environment, followed

closely in the order of importance. Over 50 percent of thos;e responding

indicated that current policies do not reduce the potential waste. The

?"typical" Air Force Systems Command contracting officer also feels that

there is some pre,:sijre to oh Iiate funds for low prioitv ite . The

Vi.,
*.0v~
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most significant cause of waste was the requirement to hurry

negotiations before the end of the fiscal year.

With respect to potential policy improvements and additional

training, most felt that additional incentives are necessary to minimize

the use of funds and that additional training would be beneficial. For

program managers this training should emphasize contracting procedures

and schedules. Contracting officers desired additional training in the

financial area and bett2r knowledge of current ,,ear-end policies.

I
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YEAR-END SPENDING: AN ANALYSIS OF THE CONTRACTING OFFICER' PERSP! CTIv!

I. INTRODUCTION

Background

Year-end obligation of funds or spending, as i.t is rommonlv known,

is a continuing concern to Congress and the taxpayer for the potential

waste that may occur. "Congressional investigatLons and ;enera~l

Accounting Office (GAO) reports have determined that a number of 7-lera

agencies, including the Department of Defense (DOD), have enaed :ni

spending practice which potentially wastes millions of tax dollairs

annually" (4:1). This waste potential is reported back to tve taxpayer.

According to Reader's Digest, "It happens every August and Septemher

all across America federal bureaucrats hurry to spend every last

dollar of their budgets" (6:13).

Media reports written from this perspective appear to he typical.

Industry Week reported in August 1985 that:

David A. Stockman . . . ured Cabinet secretaries, acen:y
chiefs, and federal Inspectors General to '4ive personal
attention to preventing wasteful year-end spendinp by those

who would ohlioate flnds sim.nl. so that <'. iI ,I7
reported as unobligated at the end of the fiscaql ;ear.
Presumably, OMB has detected problems in the past with
extravagant bureaucratic spending in the final three months of
the governments accounting year . . . or Mr. Stockman would
not have sent his memo. (7:21)

Such year-end spending patterns ippear to he fir frf. fi,-w an ive

continued to be resistant to change.

The potential problems ot year-end speni inp suroe wer,
first officially reco,nized by the Dirct )r o)f the Blrii )I-
the gudoget, now O1MB [Oftice ) In'!n: , n, 1, i:1
1921 memorandiim to th rho lo t c vt I.

} - -. . . . . . . . . . . . .
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Director expressed strong concerns about the effects of such a
spending practice and urged that it be eliminated. Since that
time, Presidents, Budget Directors and Congresses have
attempted to control and/or eliminate year-end spending in the
Federal Government. (4:6)

Such continuing public and high level interest within the government

make it imperative that managers and procurement officials fully

understand the implications of year-end spending.

Research Objectives

Previous studies have examined year-end spending, the potential for

waste and the reforms being made which attempt to control it. In order

to follow up this research and evaluate the effectiveness of policy

reforms and their implications for future managers, this research

examined its causes, potential impacts, and areas which may be improved.

More specifically, the research examined contracting officer

perspectives on the following investigative questions:

1. Do contracting officials agree with the causes identified
in previous research and which of these is considered to he the
most significant factor?

2. Do policies which implement earlier (e.g., third '_rrter o,
the fiscal yeir) deadlines decrease the potentinl for waste?

3. Are there other ethods or *ol i i -i s.hi:h --,' i -r v ,
better incentives for nanagers and contracting officials t,)

minimize the unnecessary use of available government funds'?

4. Would additional training of Air Force fund managers and
contracting officers be beneficial in reducing the possibility
of waste, and, if so, what areas should that training cover?

Scope of Research

This research was limited to an examination of av:iilahle literature

and an analysis of Air Force Systems Command (AFSC) contr ctin g

,% %'.'.'-".' "' °'.''$'. "° ,'.-' °'. . . . ,_ - " - - % ". • . . - % , ",% . _ ,, % % % , %
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officer's views. This limitation was necessary since the survey had to

be tailored to account for the peculiar mission of AFSC in procuring

future Air Force weapon systems. In addition, other Air Force

officials, including Program Directors and Project Managers who do have
U.

significant input to the acquisition process, have been excluded since

they may not legally bind the government on a contractual basis. It is

the warranted contracting officer who is responsible for the -actual

obligation of government funds.

.1'" "*'.:". ""' "'""'-. ' "'"--.. " .- ,""".. -".,-"."



II. LITERATURE REVIEW

Possible Causes of Year-end Spending

A thesis written in 1981 by Melda Dyer of the Naval Postgraduate

School identified five possible causes for year-end spending. Those

cited include:

First, the most often-mentioned cause was Congressional
control. Annual funding is a form of Congressional control.
Annual funding requires that the manager obligate funds within
the specific fiscal year. At the end of the fiscal year when
.1 requisitioner is aware of an account balance, the
requisitioner generally tries to obligate the funds for needed
items and services before the funds expire. (3:35)

A second cause of year-end spending . . . is late
appropriations and apportionments. in fiscal year 1982, for
instance, Congress is three months late as of December 1981 in
appropriating funds. After appropriation, a systems command,
a type commander, or an activity may take several more months
to apportion or allocate funds to requisitioners. Therefore,
the time available for acquisition is decreased . . . in some
cases the requisitioner receives annual funds by the fourth
month of the fiscal year, leaving only eight months for the
procurement planning and award actions which actually require
nine months to complete. (3:36)

A third cause of year-end spending is the withholding of
continoency funds. The people who apportion and are
responsible for funds throughout the chain of command may each
ret3in an amount for contin lencies . . . At the end of the
,.'eair, when the likelihood for emergencies is less,

re -;i.-i Itoners ! Ii ito iin 7unk! ",)r needed i s i n(%
. ervices" 3: 37).

A ourth c:'iso .f spenditn; is '.-he L3 i -t ,en
toIls in order to LIvo Ii a nu ;eL cit .o 'ot ere r. 'i 1,01S
.re not spent, Congress . . . may decrease the budgeted amount
in a future year. (3:37)

A f£fth cause of year-end spending is the comp:lexity o1
110!) )rocurement, ;nenin, tie .,oods Ind services is well Is t:1
guidance. Not only may a complex procurement require quite
some time to accomplish because of approval processes, hut
tl io Iiurin,, that ti :ao the ,flvironment rav , n. e. :

A second thesis written in 1981 by Air Force Tnstitute of

i, .:,o , I u +-temndi'nL'+, 'K ot in Ji.-os ' rrll ini i t i:n m'r ,i l



tends to support these as significant causes of year-end spending while

organizing causes into three main areas. These were budoet process

characteristics, procurement process characteristics, and management

practices. (4:17-20)

"The budget review process has created the perception that agencies

which do not obligate all available finds will have future budgets

reduced by an amount which is approximatoiy equal to the amount of

unobligated funds" (4:17). "The GAO made the following assessment of

budget review practices: 'Under the current practices, agencies run the

risk, of having future appropriation requests reduced if large fund

balances remain unobligated at the end of a prior fiscal year" (4:17).

The procurement process itself is complex and must be considered.

According to the cited AFIT thesis:

Characteristics of the procurement process also affect
the year-end spending surge. For example, lengthy procurement
negotiations can result in contract awards at year-end. For
some contracts, the drocess of negotiating contract terms and
prices may take up to six months or longer. If for any
reason, negotiations for such contracts are delayed or
interrupted, final agreement may occur at the end of the
fiscal year. (4:16)

ianaement practices contributed to the problem as well, ":Iana,.ers

were found to he delayin-, procurenent decisions either to allow :.iore

n)ptition 1)etw.een proposed lternatives or to aintlin ia reserve ,

funds to eet possible e.er',ncies . . in some instances, anagers

were not aware of the impact of such actions on the procurement process"

(4: V , 2').

A 1980 report on "'ilurry-up' Spendin," by the Senate Subcommittee

Accord in-, to the :.;inkin,, v 1n AL orit l, nl)er, %aaitor ',.'iI I im i ohe:



Federal program managers and budget personnel are faced
with a Catch-22 situation. They're supposed to spend the
public's money as carefully as possible, but if they plan
effectively, budget prudently, spend less, and manage to
return tax dollars to the Federal rreasury, they face the
prospect of having their budgets slashed for the next year.
There is simply no incentive for prudent management, no regard
for the saving of tax dollars. The system is commonsense
turned upside down. (11:10)

Harvard Business Review notes that "Democratic and Republican

administrations ati!e encourage full soending by DO".) because both

Congress and the administration fear that anything less will create the

impression tiat more lioney was appropriated than was needed" (Z:,S).

Impacts of Year-end Spending

The Senate Subcommittee report cited concluded that the waste,

although a small percentage of total procurement money spent, was still

enormous because of unneeded purchases and lack of competition. "The

Subcommittee believes that hurry-up spending is costing the taxpayer at

least two billion dollars each year" (11:7).

Air Force Times commented in :iay of 1964 on an unpublished , ;B

report which stated:

Defense components are not following Pentag on and I
restrictions on 1':1,r-e2 sencin . ,i, r., ort foes not

identify any misspending, but shows Defense may have wasted

i'reasury. Contracting officials, under pressure to ti[i
orders by -epteiher ju, sonetiTes )ent or igiLoreiL C-uJ ('.,

found. For example, a questionably urgent expense for
caretin,, was , iven h i,,i priority ind irimediatelv proce.'ed
late in the month, the study found. (13:18)

The Air Force Tiries article citing the 011 report also noted, "Une

problem ;it least pwrrtly attributable to time contraints . . . is a drop

in competiti on: )2 percent of the Late-SepteIber unLriC Wt. -er0

it v , v . 0 - ,t 1,)r o 10 'ir



A
Each of the sources examined indicated that as a result of offices

rushing to use funds, a large number of purchase requests had to be

processed thereby increasing contracting officer's workload. This

creates an environment where efficiency is likely to be lowered.

Mistakes are not made purposefully, but rather are the
result of work performed hurriedly and with no time remaining
for reconsideration. At the end of the year there are the
same guidance, the same number of workers, but more work is to
be done. In the words of one interviewee, ". . . the funnel
does not get bigger." (3:41-42)

Policy Limitations.

As a result of Congressional concern, "a recurring general

provision in DOD appropriation acts is designed to discourage heavy

year-end spending by limiting the amount that may be spent in the last

two months" (2:25). This language states, "Not more than 20 per centuM

of the appropriation in this Act which are limited for obligation during

the current fiscal year shall be obligated during the last two months of

the fiscal year" (2:25)

In addition to Congressional limitations, the individual agencies,

including DOD, have implemented policies which discourage year-end

spending. A January 1986 Office of the qecretarv of T efcn ().)

memorandum to the servi:t -e:ret ir : s s t , e:

In order to address this situation, the following
procedures will be observed:

- All . . . expiring funds will be planned for
obligation not later than the end of the third quarter.

- Contract awards in July or August with expiring funds
.- ..should not occur except as the result of unplinned and
uncontrollable events.

- No contract awards should occur in the last month of
FY [fiscal year] 1986 with expiring funds from riuliple veir
appropriations [funds which can be spent over more than One
year] unless approved by the Comptroller of the Department Or
Agency. (8)

."

.5
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This action and tile corresponding tioghter restrictions inple'nented

further down the chain of command ire designed to limit vea'-.-2nl

spending within the Air Force. "!L(1 AFSC year-end spending policy is:

kl contracts requiring a DD1279 [contract award press release] and

which are planned for award on 15 September through 30 September using

non-expiring funds, require 1kQ AFSC/.C approval prior to award" (9).

This statement of policy is typical at each of the product livisjois

wittin AFSC and provides i reminder to contracting arid rO'r i

management officials annually.

,.

Improvement Efforts

It appears that there may have been some i.nprovernent 0ikthe, the ')01)

already. .eferring to fourth qurter funds, industry W%'eek repIrt e : t.lt

"In fiscal 1984 . DOI) spent j,,st 2) percent of its t)t] 1 9omnqt-

an auditor at the "eneral Account inq )Fi ce (uAO) . the

caught so much grief for wasteful yeir end spending in the 1-ite 1')7 0s

and early 19)0s that 'they now i,,ve it down to i science' (7: 2).

.September 1985 GA\O) report provimles lIatt showiag that for -isca 'ear-

L7 _ tilroulvtl .} ' , )'T ) )l J[ i ' j ( .". ''t'c' qt , ' ,), r'rt I'l, ' . ""..

respectively (12:12).

W) t ' * : 11 -; ) ; I r i'l 1 I I I :

decroased, there iiy stil[ he orohluvrs r,,ltl t o ', r-o ' 11

lince year-end spend iwi is not nocess;lrily- wasteful , t1eso ;.it i:;"

city nor provid ,l . .icuu lr.ir, .l:,.? ioit ,) '',t, ,)tutt j II. ic u.,f r.

policies which require spendin, earlier in the year shorten the :iiready

[ [ l :,) l ~ i'I' i )I ,* ,l l~ i L;idt I)[ J( 11"' ;, 1 
t 

, ,i %A . !, 1 [,)t l , ' ,

le.si red 'dti rd ct n.
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Just iticit ion tor .\lddit jonal. 1 esea~rch

Currently §miV.ilabo lcIiteriture, prov ides l ittle i nforinat intv

would ii low 'Aa lut Init Aic ies i ii i(neit reIiC' .I tj'"v

fromn year-end spending. Althoughi stat ist ics -ire available whi,:h

ml cite iolt ir iliounts 01)1iL-Itell i'l ouch sa Pro, h is no

-ur ren thyIVaibI nteaisore of tile 1pote-nt i.1 quIste and red let ion in

S. ~1t2 nt oviivc? occucreI due)t); icv' c' rAS 11 i ! r

cev~ewed ,e'c~iI Iv ic .t~ rtspoct toci;2i vfrcn )

hut 1 'snot i lccs ir r-1,trivo .ilm~~ 'kitc"rilicto o

i ncen t i ye- indltr i gpirls and the ir Ioot-ilt imi for redlicini wut

.ire not I 'i -onse Iolit ion, t~woe(xx-iina 1on of yvcir-ond ;

causes hy D~yer was 1 I mi t ed to [interviews of i small samplIe of

-oitr~~ Ic It 2)l)1 ml Iu Iu r<'I 'I,~ t V1O- ') mi

,oersonnel on a lairger scale.

As st~i ted 1y Charl es :iowsher , Comrpt ro I ir ,eneril

SIn r- 11; 1 t (T i ron :. 7i11v tryin,, iihl crit i cI hi C I 071

.ountiung defic its3 pose sevu re threat i to our Ltn'ir
'Oiflhjr'iIl' A;IIuoui.nd Ltare'iteut to uflder(iC'Flo Owi~11 IA ro

meet the needs of our citizens . f t is ... iimipera L Iv'

io It tn; . Ie1_ nleld :r - st roo l:id orsu 1 ) in,1 i pt r,) v'

.121 ''i 't1 m1 1!v'r i"101 L W i~'

5-i i~i lv.'tISt'1clo mit' Li' sv''21t w! 'i o-~ 1:

wunount of -ihuis. ind co)rrespondin ;ly iilcrom.;e t' -t I iciec ,'Wl iI
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III. METHODOLOGY

Justification of Approach

The population of contracting officers within Air Force Systems

Command consists of 543 military and 2307 civilian officers at numerous

locations across the United States. The use of a survey to gather data

sufficient to answer the proposed investigative questions was necessary

in order to gather sufficient data which would be representative and

provide a sufficiently large sample for valid research.

A census of the military contracting officer population within AFSC

product divisions was conducted in order to obtain a sample large enough

to provide high confidence levels. Given the population size, in order

to approach a 95 percent confidence level, 73 percent of the population

would have to respond to the survey. Since initally it was expected

that about 65 percent would reply, a census was the only means to

approach the desired confidence levels. For a 90 percent confidence

level, only 61 are required. In reality, of the 543 surveys mailed to

military contracting officers, 228 were returned allowing estimates of

greater than 90 percent confidence.

A random sample of civilian contractinZ officers was conducted with

the objective of obtaining 400 valid returns and a minimum of 95 percent

confidence. The process of selecting names for mailing consisted of

several steps. First, using the Social Security Account Number (SSAN)

40 percent of the 2300 officers were selected from the names listed in

the Air Force Civilian Personnel Center database. The randomness was

accomplished by using a random number generator to provide numbers for

the initial selection (0,4,6,7). This initial selection of Q23 names

1)

."-"."- -.-. " . ."-.-." "-. "-" " . . " "- " '"" "." S ** ".\ ". 5''," 5 " p % ,% ' -' .' - .*, .* . . - . , .



was further reduced by eliminating every third name. Thus the final

mailing list consisted of 615 names. It was initially estimated that

about 65 percent of surveys mailed would be returned for a final

civilian sample size of 400 returned surveys. Of the 615 surveys mailed

to civilians, 218 were returned and processed. As was the case with the

military returns, the results allow estimates with greater than 90

percent confidence.

Survey Approval

The survey distributed was approved by the Air Force Military

Personnel Center on 11 June 1987. However, based on direction from

Headquarters Air Force Systems Command/MPRE, copies of the survey were

forwarded to 15 different locations for review and coordination with

local bargaining units before mailing to civilian employees. Approvals

were received beginning 26 June with the last received on 17 July 1987.
V5.

Most units required a minimum of 15 days after receipt for coordination

with local bargaining units.

Survey Instrument Design

The survey was designed to answer the specific researc'n questions

citel in Chapter 1. These were:

1. Do contracting officials agree with the causes
identified in previous research and which of these is
considered to be the most significant factor?

2. Do policies which implement earlier deadlines
increase or decrease the potential for waste?

3. Are there other meliods or policies which would
provide better incentives for managers and contracting
officials to minimize the unnecessary use of available
government Funds?

4. Would additional training of Air Force fund manaoer'
be beneficial in reducing the possibility of waste, and, if
so, what areas should that training cover?
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In order to answer these questions and allow analysis by

demographic characteristic, a five section survey was developed which

solicited demographic data first and then requested data related to the

four research questions. These sections are explained further below.

The actual survey mailed is included as Appendix A.

Qualification of Responding Individuals Detailed demographic data

were required for this research in order to examine variations in

perspective relative to contracting officer background. The initial

questions in the survey allowed detailed categorization of contracting

officer demographics. These included: primary AFSC or job series; rank

and grade; years contracting experience; assigned organization; type of

funds appropriation; and whether or not individuals are warranted

contracting officers (as opposed to buyers or negotiators and staff or

other title).

Causes of Year-end Spending Previous research cited in Chapter II

indicated that there were five causes of year-end spending. This

section of the survey was designed to verify the causes of year-end

spending and allow prioritization of these causes. Additionally, an

open-ended question allowed respondents to suDggest additional causes ind

suggest where they might be ranked in conjunction with the causes p

previously noted.

Perceived Benefits and Problems of Policy Restrictions This area

of the questionaire was first structured to allow evaluation of the

contracting officer's perspective of year-end actions, including whether

or not there are any significant problems. Additionally, the effect of

current policy restrictions as they apply to the individual's

organization as well as determination of the awareness )f such policies

12



was considered. Areas investigated included the following questions.

Have restrictions which limit the amount of obligations in the last

fiscal quarter been successful in the reduction of potential waste? Do

the individuals perceive that the problems related to year-end spending

are now encountered in the preceding quarter or has the obligation of

funds and the associated workload been leveled to the point where no

problem is perceived to exist? Does the large peak still occur in

workload and/or spending at year-end? Has the policy encouraged ,r

discouraged competition for contracts?

Potential for Improvement and Waste Prevention The next section

of the survey was desigred to provide the data necessary to determine

the overall judgement of the contracting officer with respect to the

need for additional waste prevention policies. Additionally, several

open-ended questions were asked which allowed the contracting officers

to input their suggestions for improvements without being forced into a

structured format, since it was difficult to anticipate all responses.

Personnel Training The last section included questions designed

to determine the adequacy of current training programs and consider what

additional areas of training should be required. This s ction i-n],de1

both trainin'v -dequacv ind possible -idditional trr-iinin, :)r ')-t!I

program/fund managers and contracting officers.

Analysis

The survey data returned was summarized by category of the

population characteristic and perception relative to the survey

%: questions. This method allowed logical development of tile contract in

officer perspective relative to year-end spending. %o hvpothesis

.113



testing was conducted due to the nature of the data gathered (ordinal at

best) and the lack of a requirement to use statistical methods other

than for summarization of the population characteristics on a

proportional basis.

Limitations of Research

s previously noted, the survey will be restricted to contracting

officers. However, other funds managers do have a significant impact

both on the allocation of funds to projects and the decision to award

contracts for a specific purpose. Becalise of the varied nature of the

jobs these other fund managers hold and the limited time allowed for

research, investigation of their perceptions is considered to he beyond

the scope of this research.

S
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IV. ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

This chapter sumnarizes the results of this research. Demographic

characteristics of the individuals surveyed and research questions one

through four will be examined, corresponding to 'he order of

investigation in the survey instrument (Appendix A).

Demographic Characteristics

Questions one through seven of the survey requested the indivi~lual

to provide their Air Force Specialty Code (AFSC) or series

identifier; military rank or civilian grade; current organization

assignment; responsibility area; number of years contracting experience;

and identify the majority type of funds handled. These factors were

used to analyze the areas of variation in contracting officer

perspective for the remaining 31 survey questions.

AFSC Table I shows the AFSC or job series of those responding.

Note that this table is not intended to provide information on the

relative composition of contracting officers within the Air Force

Systems Command. Since military and civilians were considered to be

potentially different in primary characteristics, each ,'as tr,ted is I

.... ari e no )u ition 'qof -hanter ITI f . \s Iresult, ]iferin,

percentages of the total populations were included and cannot De

directly compared. To the 2307 civilians in the GS-1102 series, 615

surveys were mailed (28, of the civilian population) as compared to the

census taken of military contracting officers. Thus, the intent of

hable t i to rpflect the' coripos itihn of ths, actual lV r', ))Ti Int

allow analysis of remaini ng questions. Inference canri he made r,'ea ri

the proportion ot mil i t ry in :I prricular .\!". rl I! iv', to iho ii I i t-

* I 3
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population. For example, approximately 33 percent (74 of the 227) of

the military contracting officer population are in the 6516 AFSC.

Similar restrictions will apply to analysis and inferences made from

each table for which civilian and military responses are aggregated.

Military AFSCs included in the survey include the Acquisition

Contracting Officer AFSC (6534), Acquisition/Manufacturing Staff

Officers (6516), and the Acquisition Contracting/Manufacturing Director

(6596). The civilian Contract Specialist (GS-1102) series encompasses

multiple function areas including contract administration, negotiation,

manufacturing/production, and cost/price analysis. The "other" category

shown includes those initially selected from the personnel database as

GS-1102s but who identified themselves as Industrial Property Managers

(GS-1103), Industrial Engineers (GM-896), and Supervisory Contract

Specialists (GM-1102). Of the 29 individuals in this category, the

majority were GM-1102s.

TABLE 1

AFSC OR JOB SERU.[S

Qi Frequency Percent Freenc; ercent

No Answer 8
6534 135 30.8 135 30.8
6516 74 16.9 209 47.7
6596 18 4.1 227 51.8
GS-1102 182 41.6 409 03.4
Other 29 6.6 438 100.0

I--)
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Military Rank The military rank of those responding indicates that

most (96.5 percent) do have more than two years service (required for

promotion to it) with the largest group in the grade of captain. This

particular factor was particularly useful in examining responses that

varied by rank. Note that of those not answering, 211 persons may be

assumed to be civil service employees and that this approximates the

total number responding with a civilian grade.

TABLE 2

fILITARY RANK

Cumulative Cumulative
Q2 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer* 218
2Lt S 3.5 8 3.5
iLt 26 11.4 34 14.9
Capt 97 42.5 131 57.5
Maj 51 22.4 132 79.8
Lt Col 28 12.3 210 92.1
Col is 7.9 223 100.0

* Includes civilians.

Civilian Grade The majority ,of civilian contracting officers .;ere

in the grades GS-12 and G.S/(;M-13 (35.4 Lnd 26.3 percent respectively).

Table 3, below, summarizes the viriarion i:i civil.i-in ,rJe o. th)S

responding. Since this question relates only to civilians, the

inference can be made that it does reflect the distribution of the

civilian contracting officer grade structure within L the Air [:or,:2

Systems Command.

Ak-



TABLE 3

CIVILIAN GRADE

Cumulative Cumulative
Q3 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer* 237
GS-7 14 6.7 14 6.7
GS-9 11 5.3 25 12.0
GS-11 25 12.0 50 23.9
GS-12 74 35.4 124 59.3
GS/GM-13 55 26.3 179 85.6
GS/GM-14 23 11.0 202 96.7
GS/GM-15 7 3.3 209 100.0

Includes military.

Assigned Organization Table 4 reflects the assigned organizations

of contracting officers surveyed. The largest group was assigned to the

Aeronautical Systems Division with 28 percent of those surveyed. The

distribution of military and civilians with their organizational

assignment can be seen in Table 5 which presents a cross tabulation of

assigned organizations by the AFSC or Job Series at that organization.

This table presents the information in terms of the actual frequency in

the data, the percentage in a row and the percentage in a column (AFSC

or series). Similar cross tabulations were performed for each of

questions 8 through 38 and by each of the demographic variahles.



TABLE 4

ASSIGNED ORGANIZATION

.4 Cumulative Cumulative
.4Q4 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

No Answer 10
HQ AFSC 44 10.1 44 10.1
Space Division 22 9.6 86 19.7
Armament Division 21 4.8 107 24.5
Elect Systems Div 52 11.9 159 36.5
Aero Systems Div 122 283.0 231 64.4
Test Organization 8 1.8 289 66.3
Laboratory 7 1.6 296 67.9
AFPRO 55 12.6 351 80.5

HQ AFCMD 43 9.9 394 90.4
Other (Includes BMO) 42 9.6 436 100.0



TABLE 5

ASSIGNED ORGANIZATION BY AFSC OR JOB SERIES

Frequency/
Percent of Total /
Row Percent /Cal Percent /

6534 6516 6596 GS-1102 Other Total

HQ AFSC 7 / 13 4/ 15/ 5/ 44
1.62 / 3.00 I 0.92 / 3.46 / 1.15 / 10.16

/ 15.91 / 29.55 9.09 / 34.09 / 11.36 /
I 5.19 / 18.06 23.53 / 8.33 / 17.24

Space Division / 17/ 6/ 0/ 16 / 3/ 42
/ 3.93 / 1.39 / 0.00 1- 3.70 / 0.69 / 9.70
/ 40.43 / 14.29 / 0.00 / 38.10 / 7.14 /
/ 12.59 / 8.33 / 0.00 / 9.89 / 10.34 /

Armament Division 4/ 2/ 0/ 14/ 1 / 21
/ 0.92 / 0.46 / 0.00 / 3.23 / 0.23 / 4.35
/ 19.05 / 9.52 / 0.00 / 66.67 / 4.76 /
/ 2.96 / 2.78 / 0.00 / 7.78 / 3.45 /

Electronic Sys Div/ 25/ 8 / 0/ 17 / 1 / 51
/ 5.77 / 1.85 / 0.00 / 3.93 / 0.23 / 11.78
/ 49.02 / 15.69 / 0.00 / 33.33 / 1.96 /
/ 18.52 / 11.11 / 0.00 / 9.44 / 3.45 /

Aeronautical Sys / 44 / 21 / 5 / 48 / 4 / 122
/ 10.16 / 4.85 / 1.15 / 11.09 / 0.92 / 28.18
/ 36.07 / 17.21 / 4.10 / 39.34 / 3.28 
/ 32.59 / 29.17 / 29.41 / 26.67 / 13.79 /

Test Organization/ 2/ 1 / 1 / 3 / 1 / 9
/ 0.46 / 0.23 / 0.23 / 0.69 / 0.23 / 1.85
/ 25.00 / 12.50 / 12.50 / 37.50 / 12.50 /
/ 1.48 / 1.39 / 5.88 / 1.67 / 3.45 /

Laboratory / 1/ 0 3/ 6/ 0/ 7
0.23 / 0.00 / 0.00 / 1.39 / 0.00 / 1.62

/ 14.29 / 0.00 / 0.00 / 85.71 / 9.00 /
/ 0.74 / 0.00 / 0.00 ,' 3.33 D .20 7

AFPRO / lo! / / 2/ 2 '
/ 3.70 1.85 4.46 5.54 / 1.1 12.70

'9.09 -4.55 / ".64'1 3.64 ).29
/ 11.35 / 11.11 / 11.75 13.23 / 17.24

HQ AFC.MD / 11/ 7/ 4/ 16/ 4,' ,2
/ 2.54 / 1.62 / 0.92 / 3.70 / 0.92 / 9.70
/ 26.19 / 16.67 / 9.52 / 38.10 / 9.52 /
/ 8.15 / 9.72 / 23.53 / 8.89 / 13.79 /

Other / 9/ 6/ / 21 / 5/ 41
(Includes P.90) / 1.85 / 1.39 / 0.23 / 4.85 / 1.15 / 9.47

/ 19.51 / 14.63 / 2.44 / 51.22 / 12.20 /
/ 5.93 / 3.33 / 5.88 / 11.67 / 17.24 *

Total Number 135 72 17 180 29 433
Percent 31.18 16.63 3.93 41.57 6.70 100.0

20
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Primary Responsibility Approximately 21 percent indicated they

were warranted contracting officers while an additional 29.6 percent

responded as buyers. Almost 30 percent indicated they had other titles

which were not necessarily unrelated to the buying/contracting job.

These ranged from negotiator to Deputy for Contracts. Therefore,

inference about staff versus "line" contracting positions should he

limited specifically to those identified as staff in Table 6 below.

This information was examined in each of the later questions relative to

the contracting officer's perspective.

TABLE 6

PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY

Cumulative Cumulative
Q5 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer 31
Warranted CO 86 20.7 86 20.7
Buyer 123 29.6 209 50.4
Staff Duties 83 20.0 292 70.4
Other Title 123 29.6 415 100.0

Contracting Experience The officers surveyed do have sionificant

levels of experience. About 56 percent had 7 or more veoirs p"r cc .

\Lmost 4) per?''nt litd -qor th;u I ) -'oiar-; ron' tFrC in' ' 'xni r " '

table 7 below.)

A cross tabulation by question number one, AFSC or Job Series,

reveals a much higher percentale of military with oss than 2 v,,ir;

experience than those in the civilian specialty. Approximately seven

nerrnt of I shadr s thin 2 v ;ox pfr i(nc- r

percent for the combined [T iIitary AFSCs.
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If similar groupings are made for the remaining categories,

differences in contracting experience become more apparent. Table 8

illustrates the differences in experience levels. If all military AFSCs

are aggregated, in a similar fashion to the single grouping of CS-11(2s,

it can be seen that more than half of the civilian contracting officer

force (99 of 178) has over 10 years experience while only 24 percent of

the military (55 of 226) have an equivalent level of experience.

TABLE 7

YEARS CONTRACTING EXPERIENCE

Cumulative Cumulative
Q6 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer 8
Two or Less 60 13.7 60 13.7
Three or Four 78 17.8 138 31.5
Five or Six 55 12.6 193 44.1

Seven thru Nine 71 16.2 264 60.3
Ten or More 174 39.7 438 100.0



TABLE 8

YEARS CONTRACTIN(; EXPERIENCE BY AFSC & JOB SERIES

Frequency /
Percent of Total /
Row Percent /
Col Percent /

6534 6516 6596 GS-1102 Other Total
------- ---------- +------------- ----------------------------

Two or Less / 40/ 5/ 0/ 12/ 2/ 59
/ 9.24 / 1.15 / 0.00 / 2.77 / 0.46 / 13.63
/ 67.80 / 8.47 / 0.00 / 20.34 / 3.39 /
/ 29.85 / 6.76 / 0.00 / 6.74 / 6.90 /

------- +--------------------------------------------------
Three or Four / 44/ 13/ / 19/ 1 / 7

/ 10.16 / 3.00 / 0.23 / 4.39 / 0.23 / 18.01
/ 56.41 / 16.67 / 1.28 / 24.36 / 1.28 /
/ 32.84 / 17.57 / 5.56 / 10.67 / 3.45 /

------- +----------+----------------------------------------
Five or Six / 17/ 8/ 2/ 22/ 3/ 52

/ 3.93 / 1.85 / 0.46 / 5.08 / 0.69 / 12.J1
/ 32.69 / 15.38 / 3.85 / 42.31 / 5.77 /
/ 12.69 / 10.81 / 11.11 / 12.36 / 10.34 /

------- +----------+----------------------------------------

Seven thru Nine / 24/ 14/ 3/ 26/ 4/ 71
/ 5.54 / 3.23 / 0.69 / 6.00 / 0.92 / 1.40
/ 33.80 / 19.72 / 4.23 / 36.62 / 5.63 /
/ 17.91 / 18.92 / 16.67 / 14.61 / 13.79 /

------- +----------+----------------------------------------

Ten or More / 9 / 34 / 12 / 99 / 19 / 173
/ 2.08 / 7.85 / 2.77 / 22.86 / 4.39 / 39.95
/ 5.20 / 19.65 / 6.94 / 57.23 / 10.98 ,'
/ 6.72 / 45.95 / 66.67 / 55.62 / 65.52 /

------ --------------------------------------------------
Total Number 134 74 i1 2

3(e',.05 17.09 4.16 41.11 r). 7u 1 )0.i)('



Majoritv Fund Appropriation Responses to question seven indicate

that the largest group was involved in obligating two-year research and

development funding. The next largest group was involved in aircraft

procurement. The data does not provide information relative to the dollar

value of Air Force Systems Command funds, only the appropriations

applicable to the assigned contracting activities. The responses were

useful in examining the reasons for variation in perspective, especially

with respect to operations and maintenance (340U) funds and problems

unique to one-year appropriations. Table 9 provides a summary of

responses.

TABLE 9

AAJORITY FUND APPROPRIATION

Cumulative Cumulative
Q 7  Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer 7
R&D 168 38.3 168 38.3
Aircraft Procurement 86 19.6 254 57.9
Missile Procurement 29 6.6 283 64.5
Other Procurement 24 5.5 307 69.9

0&:1 24 5.5 331 75.4
Not Involved 95 21.6 426 (7.()

Other or nk:nown 13 3.0 430 <W.

Reosearch 'tues i ,n _0 ne

Do contracting officials agree with the causes identitied in previous

research (See Chapter 1i) and which of these is considered to be the lost

significant factor? The following sections examine the contractin -

official's perspective reg-rding this question. Survey questions ei',h t

throug h 15 asked the pirt icipant to r.ink ord er the f i, i:.;i', .vt

and allowed identification nd rinkin , of iny addit ion l c iis,-s not

ilentified in the !ues i )naire. Th[ r inkii , wos 7iid. i)v l,'rri. iiri- iio

-. l



mean rank for each factor (summation of frequency x rank/number

responding) and ordering from lowest to highest mean rank. The five

causes will be discussed in the order ranked using this method.

First ranked, as a cause of year-end spending with a mean rank of
4

2.43, was the perceived need to obligate before funds expire. The

practical necessity of using funds while available is related to the time

needed to obligate funds which may not be much less than the window of

availability. In the words of one survey respondent,

The problem starts with Congress. They usually spend 2 -
3 months [working] out a budget at the beginning of the fiscal
year. This throws the budgeting process in a quandry ....
Purchase requests usually don't filter into the contracts shop
until the February - March time-frame. If award in September
takes an act of God, this leaves only 5 - 6 months to put a
Request for Proposal out and award a contract. Even for small
dollar value [contracts] . . this is a tight contracting

schedule.

These tight contracting schedules and the short time before funds

expiration may cause obligations to fall in the last quarter of the

fiscal year. (See table 10.)

TABLE 10

%EED TO OBLIGATE BEFORE iFXPIRATION

Cumulative Cumulative
010 Treq iency Pet-ront !7eflcy Perce t

No Answer 4
First 128 29.0 128 29.0
Second 119 26.9 247 55.9
Third 103 23.3 350 79.2
Fourth 62 14.0 412 93.2
Fifth 30 6.8 442 100.0

Second ranked, with :a mean r-ink of 2. 75, was3 the coop1exitv ,t

Department of Defense (DOD) procurement, inc hiding the organizational

and ,)perrt n ,' vir nmen t I's well 1is the ,f l md p ro,-,1 rod.

25
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Note that the order of ranking will change if only the percentage for

first is considered. This factor was ranked first by 29.6 percent,

slightly higher that the 29.0 percent ranking for the need to obligate

before expiration of funds. Therefore, although ranked second on the

basis of the mean, the first two causes may be considered to be nearly

equal and both highly significant causes. See table 11 below.

TABLE 11

COMPLEXITY OF DOD PROCUREMENT

Cumulative Cumulative
Q12 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer 3
First 131 29.6 131 29.6
Second 75 16.9 206 46.5
Third 89 20.1 295 66.6
Fourth 69 15.6 364 82.2
Fifth 79 17.8 443 100.0

Third ranked was the need to obligate all current funds and thereby

prevent budget cuts in the next year. This factor followed the

complexity of the DOD procurement closely, with a mean rank of 2.85, as

compared to 2.75 for complexity.

This question was listinuished from the first ranked "need to

obligate before expiration" primarily by the budget cut motivation. The

concern from the contracting officer's perspective apparently is based

more on the practical needs in acquisition and contracting -- not on

what is potentially seen as a defensive move to avoid budget c,,ts.

Table 12 below provides the summary of responses.

I)l
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* TABLE 12

NEED TO OBLIGATE TO PREVENT BUDGET CUTS

Cumulative Cumulative
Qil Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

UNo Answer 4
First 104 23.5 104 23.5
Second 109 24.7 213 48.2
Third 65 14.7 278 62.9
Fourth 77 17.4 355 80.3
Fifth 87 19.7 442 100.0

Fourth in importance was the late receipt of contingency funds no

longer needed by other programs. The computed mean ranking for this

factor was 3.34. These funds, identified late in the year as excess to

another program or project, may allow insufficient time to actually

complete obligation. See Table 13 below.

TABLE 13

LATE RECEIPT OF CONTINGENCY FUNDS

Cumulative Cumulative
Q8 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer 5
First 48 10.9 48 10.9
Second 63 15.4 116 26.3
Third 111 25.2 227 31.5
Fourth 116 26.3 343 77.8

Last ranked, with a mean rank of 3.43, was the late budget approval

by Congress. Particularly significant in this low ranking, compared to

other factors, is the fact that althouigh Congress typically does n10t

-approve the budget until the budget year has begun, other factors -ire

perceived to pla,-y a more important role, regardless of verbal comments

I _



received in response to open ended questions which tend to lay the

initial blame on the Congress.

TABLE 14

LATE BUDGET APPROVAL BY CONGRESS

Cumulative Cumulative
Q9 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer 6
First 65 14.8 65 14.8
Second 67 15.2 132 30.0
Third 67 15.2 199 45.2
Fourth 97 22.0 296 67.3
Fifth 144 32.7 440 100.0

Approximately 25 percent of the respondents identified other

important additional causes for year-end spending. A large portion of

these comments related to a lack of planning on the part of

program/project management. Next in frequency of remarks were

references to requirements. These included changes in program content,

uncertain or poorly documented contract requirements and late

identification of these requirements to the contracting office. Other

factors mentioned included: complexity of procurement and lack of

*!<nwled-e regarding, leadtimes required for contractin, witholiing of

U"in[ hv 1: r',rn -; hr i I(Ir 11: rr er, , i, iu! i -,; e prsr ' ':e F

issuing funds quarterly (e.g., Operations and Mlaintenance), and late

receipt of funds; authorization and approval processes prior to contract

award; hoarding or holding of funds until managers are certain they are

not required; and contractor awareness of year-end policy and a

reIuctanrc to negotito lower prices. Also includ oed .ero 1 ic'

adequate manpower, administrative reporting burdens, and I l1ick oF

r ij r i t i, zod req u i rment .

:iS
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These additional causes were typically ranked first or second.

Forty-two percent ranked their cause first, 33 percent ranked their

causes between first and second, 19 percent ranked their cause between

second and third, while the remaining 6 percent ranked lower. It was

not possible to correlate specific variables to a particular rank due to

the large number and variation of verbal comments received.

Research Question Two

Do contracting officers feel that policies which implement earlier

deadlines decrease the potential for waste? Additionally, included in

the survey were questions intended to determine the nature and extent of

problems related to year-end obligation of funds. Each of these areas

are explored in the order addressed in the questionaire.

The first question in this section of the survey was intended to

ascertain whether there really is a problem, from the contracting

officer's perspective, in obligating funds near the end of the fiscal

year. The question did not define the word "problem" in advance in

order that the question not be limited to any one narrow area of

year-end activities.

Responses show that a total of 64.3 percent of those surveyed

lisagree with the statemenL that there is not a problem. ()f th!oe -:

disagreement, 28.4 percent strongly disagree. Table 15 provides a

summary of responses to question 16.

%%
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TABLE 15

YEAR-END OBLIGATION NOT A PROBLEM

Cumulative Cumulative
Q16 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer 6
Strongly Agree 33 7.5 33 7.5
Agree 71 16.1 104 23.6
Neither Agree or Disagree 53 12.0 157 35.7
Disagree 158 35.9 315 71.6
Strongly Disagree 125 28.4 440 100.0

Cross tabulations by organization varied in the proportion who

disagreed from 42 percent (test organizations) to 80 percent (a product

division). This may be related to the organizational mission and type

of funds handled. For example, aircraft procurement and missile

procurement showed the lowest disagreement of 59 and 61 percent

respectively. "Other" procurement and operations and maintenance

appropriation breakouts were higher at 71 and 79 percent. Thus, the

mission of the procuring organization and type of funds handled may be

related factors. This study did not attempt to investigate this

relationship.

There was little difference in response between military and

civilian contracting officers. Of the military, 32.6 percent iisar ed

and 31.2 disagreed strongly -- a total of 63.8 percent. For :ivilians

(GS-1102), 37.4 percent disagreed and 26.8 disagreed strongly -- a total

of 64.2 percent.

Question 17 was designed to determine if contracting officers are

familiar with policies which limit obligation of funds near year-end.

Responses indicated that 83.2 percent contracting officers were

30



familiar with these restrictions. Only 5.7 percent disagreed, and of

that portion, less that one percent disagreed strongly (Table 16).

TABLE 16

CONTRACTING OFFICERS ARE FAMILIAR WITH YEAR-END POLICY

Cumulative Cumulative
Q17 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer 5
Stongly Agree 125 23.3 125 28.3

Agree _42 54.9 3()7 d3 .2
Neither Agree or Disagree 49 11.1 416 94.3

Disagree 23 5.2 439 99.5
Strongly Disagree 2 .5 441 100.0

Slightly over sixty percent responded that their organization does

,* impose added limitations on year-end obligation of funds. Twenty-two

percent (22.3) indicated that their organization does not impose

additional policy restrictions while about 17 percent did not know

(Table 17). Cross tabulation by assigned organization reveals that,

within the product divisions and laboratories, from 10 to 17 percent

were unsure as to whether their own organization added additional

Limitations and an addit ional 10 t 20 p2 cent at each -)f thie .)rodlct

divisions felt their orlanization dii not impose limitations. If the

assumption 4s maade tha: ae ,)r,)(ict iivisions rio lmpose -;one fm )r.

procedural or time limitations, a logical inference is that

approximately 20 to 25 percent (if the latter two groups are combined)

are not aware of these limits. An individual examination of these

policies at each location would he necessary to determine if thero is, in

fact misunderstanding or failure to communicate local organization

policies.

w',i
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TABLE 17

ORGANIZATION IMPOSES ADDED LIMITS

Cumulative Cumulative
Q18 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer 3
Yes 269 60.7 269 60.7
No 99 22.3 368 83.1
Unknown 75 16.9 443 100.0

The'next item in the survey states that policies which require

early obligation of funds are effective in reducing the potential for

waste. Responses indicate that 52.1 percent disagree. Only 27.9

percent agree that the policies are effective in reducing the potential

for waste (Table 13).

TABLE 18

POLICY REDUCES POTENTIAL WASTE

Cumulative Cumulative
Q19 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer 5
Strongly Agree 30 6.8 30 6.8
Agree 93 21.1 123 27.9
Neither Agree or Disagree 88 20.0 211 47.3
Disagree 140 31.7 351 79.6
Strongly Disagree 90 20.4 441 100.0

There was no significant variation between military and civilian

responses. For civilians 52.2 percent disagreed while for the military,

52.7 percent disagreed. The most significant breakout by demographic

factors was by majority fund appropriation. Approximately 45 percent of

those handl[n Operations and ;,laintenance funds indicate the policies

were effective while only 30 percent disagree.
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Determination of the effect of policy restrictions on other

apropriations where the monies may be obligated over more than one year

and which are not expiring was the intent of question 20. The

perception of about 45 percent is that there is a secondary impact which

tends to restrict the obligation of non-expiring funds (Table 19). This

may be related to workload or other factors which make all obligation of

funds near year-end more difficult. If expiring funds receive priority

in the contracting process, other efforts must be temporarily set aside.

TABLE 19

RESTRICTIONS LIMIT NON-EXPIRING FUNDS

Cumulative Cumulative
Q20 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer 10
Strongly Agree 53 12.2 53 12.2
Agree 145 33.3 198 45.4
Neither Agree or Disagree 166 38.1 364 83.5
Disagree 57 13.1 421 96.6
Strongly Disagree 15 3.4 436 100.0

Questions 21 and 22 were designed to determine if contracting

officers feel pressured into obligating funds for unnecessary or

questionahle items and low priority items at year-end. Question -'is c-

for a response to the statement that contracting officers are not

pressured into obligating funds for unnecessary or questionable items

near the end of the fiscal year. The data shows that 31.4 percent agree

while 49.5 percent disagree (Table 20).
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TABLE 20

NOT PRESSURED FOR UNNECESSARY ITEMS

Cumulative Cumulative A
Q21 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer 9
Strongly Agree 45 10.3 45 10.3
Agree 92 21.1 137 31.4
Neither Agree or Disagree 84 19.2 221 50.6
Disagree 141 32.3 362 ,2.6
Strongly Disagree 75 17.2 437 100.0

Variations were found first by civilian grade and military rank.

The higher grades tended to agree more that contracting officers were

not pressured. For example, of those in civilian grades GS/GM-14/15, 50

percent agreed while for the gr;ades GS-11/12/13, 30.8 percent agreed.

Several explanations for this variation are possible. First, higher

level personnel may 5o - (',ewliat defensive of their position and the

direction given to suborlinates. In addition, higher grade personnel

may also be somewhat more isolated from routine contracting ac ivities

and therefore have a different perspective.

Fhese variations were also seen with a cross tabulation by AFSC and

Jo) Series. :Sv AFSC, 25 percent in AFSC b534 (acquisition/contracting

officers) agreed, 33.8 percent of 0516s (acquisition/manufacturing staff

ofLicers) a',reed, and oo.7 percent of o590s (acquisition

contracting/manufacturing directors) agreed. These AFSCs correspond

with increased rank. A similar examination was not possible for

civilian respondents since all civilians are lumped into the GS-1l12

series and the job series does not change with the attainment of higher

grades.

'34
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A cross tabulation by fund type showed that R&D, aircraft and

missile procurement showed the least pressure while 0&l was the highest

with 66.7 percent in disagreement. Two-thirds of the personnel handling

primarily O&M funds indicated they were pressured to obligate funds for

unnecessary or questionable items. This is likely to be .elated to the

strict one year period available for obligation of 0&M funds (unlike te

R&D and procurement appropriations), and the difference in the items

procured (batse support versus rese;irch or weapon system procurement).

In response to the statement that contracting officers are not

pressured into acquiring low priority items late in the fiscal year

(Question 22), 45.9 percent believed that contracting officers dre

pressured into acquiring low priority items at the end of the year

(Table 21). Consistent with findings for questions 21, variations with

respect to grade and rank, as well as appropriation were found. For

example, 62.5 percent using primarily 0I funds indicated there was

pressure to acquire low priority items late in the year.

TABLE 21

'0T ?:XSSri 2D FOR ,M9' PItTY .IT .S

Cumulative CumuIat V
", ,*-i;, .' " ' " , " L- " , ',t . " . • .

No Answer lb
Strongly Agree 36 8.4 36 8.4
Agree 95 22.1 131 30.5
Neither Agree or Disag;ree 102 23.7 233 54.2
Disagree 146 34. u 37) 86. I
Strongly Disagree 51 11.9 430 100.0

The ne: five quist. i );1: ! rI. te. t tv v irto.-J t!,e r)ior

s ignificant pot rti, I.ll c sos of w;ist, is contr;isted ; i th t'e c.i si

,s ;1r- nd s~p*.,r ir<, wh',:h IF ' r,,r uc,;a.iri V ;,:in;tfit. tlhe fir



previously cited potential causes of waste (Chapter I[), by far the most

significant from the perspective of the contraicting .oi icers i.s tie

shortage of manpower (68.9 percent agree) followed closely by hurried

negotiation (o5.7 percent). The remaining items, as ranked by

participant agreement with their significance, were purchase of very low

priority or unneeded items (39 percent), lack of competition (20.4

percent), and administrative error (18.8 percent). For a summarv of

survey responses, see Tables 22 - '.

TABLE 22

ADMINISTRATIVE ERROR SIGNIFICANT

Cumul a t iVe "'umu 13t ive.
Q23 F reuencv Pe rcent requency r ce(1 L

No Answer 14 -
Strongly Agree .2. 9 2.1
Agree 72 16.7 [l .
Neither Agree or Disagree 118 27.3 199 4 .1
Disagree 11)( 44.) 3. ( .

Strongly Disagree 43 1 4).3 1 )4.32

'AL 1, 2 3

Cumulative Cumulat i ve
Q24 Frequency Percent FrequiencY . "vrnt

No Answer 3
Strongly Agree 21 4.7 21 4.7
Agree 114 23.7 13) 3o.
Neither Agree of Disagree 90) 20 3 223 ,

Strongly Disagree 5 12.4 443 1 )



FABLE 24

!{URRIED NEGOTIATION S[GNIFICANT

Cumulative CumulatLve
Q25 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer 3
Strongly Agree 73 16.5 73 13.5
Agree 218 49.2 291 o3.7
Neither Agree or Disagree 60 13.5 '351 79.2
Disagree 73 16.5 424 95.7
Strongly Disagree 19 4.3 443 1)0.0

TABLE 25

PURCHASE OF LOW PRIORITY ITEMS SIGNIFICANT

Cumulative Cumulatve
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer 3
Strongly Agree 33 7.4 33 7.4
Agree 140 31.6 173 39.1
Neither Agree or Disagree 121 27.3 294 66.4
Disagree 121 27.3 415 93.7
Strongly Disagree 28 6.3 443 100.0

TALE 26

Cumulative Cumulat ive
Q27 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer 5
Strongly Agree 113 25.6 113 25.6
Agree 191 43.3 304 06.9
Neither Agree or Disagree 60 13.6 364 82.5
D.a q re 63 14. ' 427
St re ,, v D)i 'r, , 3.2 441 1 1)
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Survey question 28 asked participants to identify any other

important factor which increases the potential for waste. Verbal

answers given tended to repeat the responses in question 14 regarding

causes of year-end spending. The pressure to obligate for fear of

losing follow-on budgets and the corresponding lack of saving incentive

were most frequently mentioned. Manpower shortages, lack of clerical

help, training and the inability to understand the schedules necessary

for procurement were also considered important. These personnel-reLjted

factors may indirectly lead to the lack of planning and failure to

provide valid requirements on time to the contracting office. Other

items mentioned included the micromanagement by Congress and hiOher

levels, approval delays, shortened schedules due to policy restrictions,

and uncertainty of program/project funds. Two of those responding

indicated that year-end spending was a "myth" and not signficant.

Question 29 explored the contracting officers' perspective as to

whether it is their responsibility to make judgments regarding the

necessity of purchases or funds obligated. Although not perceived as

having a direct impact on current policies, the perception of "\.'I(o' 

responsible" could make policies more or less effective both now and in

The results show a polarization of views regarding this question.

.'hile 45.8 percent agree, 39.1 percent disagree ('Table 21). One

explanation of this polarization is that the contracting officer's role

ir. these areais is not well defined. MIoreover, if the contracting

fL i, r 's r,- s, iniitv *. ,," ., it may 1e that once .n r e :ire-ieu i

''ri et.ln thrt- " 1w coni I ict with ln the cntractin' rans is to w l,-th r

if? r,_pi ir,_on: it .,(onlIi t o', *:, 1 lnt,,. .. I though SOme technijc_. I

q. 1 . . . .1 1 o,
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requirements may be beyond the ability of contracting officers to

question, those that are not may go unchallenged because of the lack of

a clearly defined role.

TABLE 27

CONTRACTING OFFICERS' RESPONSIBILITY TO JUDGE

Cumulative Cumulative
o29 F1requency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer 2
Strongly Agree 58 13.1 58 13.1
Agree 145 32.7 2u3 45.7
Neither Agree or Disagree 72 16.2 275 61.9
Disagree 125 28.2 401) 90. 1
Strongly Disagree 44 9.9 444 100.0

The next two questions, 30 and 31 were included to gather data

relative to workload increases and whether or not they are perceived to

be manageable with current personnel forces. Twenty-three percent

reported a workload increase in the tnird quarter sufficient to cause

problems. For the fourth quarter, the percentage nearly doubles to 41.8

percent.

T.AP, . '_

1HIRD OUARTER ORKLOAD INCREASE

Cumulative Cumulative
Q30 Frequency Percent Frequncy Percent

No Answer 7
No Increase 79 18.0 79 13.0
Only a Small Amount t05 23.9 134 41.9
Si .nif ic;int but lan;a'e; ble 154 35.1 335 77.0
Cillses %orKload )rohtums 101i 23.u , : , . U
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TABLE 29

FOURTH QUARTER WORKLOAD INCREASE

Cumulative Cumulative
Q31 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer 8
No Increase 55 12.6 55 12.6
Only a Small Amount 80 18.3 135 30.,
Significant but Manageable 120 27.4 255 58.2
Causes Workload Problems 183 41.6 430 IQ.0

Research Question Three

Are there other methods or policies which would provide better

incentives for managers and contracting officials to minimize the

unnecessary use of government funds? Survey questions 32 - 34 are

considered along with relevant information from question 39 to suggest

methods of improvement based on input received.

RKesponses to the statement, "'Use of expired unobligated funds for

purchase of low priority items (LPI) after the end of the fiscal year

would be beneficial" showed that k)1.4 percent agreed (Table 30).

Although such a procedure would require regulatory changes, it would

allow more time to complete necessary contract actions includin,

negotiations. 'Requirements might be consolidated, additional time , ou I

lessened.

C,-.
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TABLE 30

EXPIRED FUNDS FOR LOW PRIORITY ITEMS BENEFICIAL

Cumulalive Cumulative
y32 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer 6
Strongly Agree 77 17.5 77 17.5
Agree 193 43.9 27u 51.4
Neither Agree or Disagree 112 25.5 382 86.8
Disagree 46 10.9 430 )7.7
Strongly Disagree 10 2.3 440 100.0

Question 33 asked, "If you were guaranteed that you (or the

Program/Fund Manager) would receive funding at least equal to the

portion returned unused in this fiscal year, what percentage of the

yearly budget could be returned?" The intent of this question was to

determine what could be returned on a one-time basis. Hlowever, with 51

percent not responding to the questions, only limited conclusions can be

drawn (Table 31).

Potentially, if program/fund managers felt that it was not

difficult to obtain money if risks materialized, they might release I

portion of "management reserve" funds. Such releases could be credited

to in accuunt ind Iii-'it he rise ;is a n isii r ;iace n 1 vic for

n , L2 [ , .,,u i : ; . i I tle{ _ :-r"e. p'_ :' asis I [u r)F v'2nt i i', )v cutlI.; , [i [

or manaemelnt reserve funds must he held until late in the .,ear. L'

rewards were provided in the form of recognition or award, such a method

night provide some of the incentive needed to spend less than the

budgeted amounts. However, since this study did not consider the

predict whether such a method would be useful under the envirolment

L1','lrtr'j V s r)r [ li7| j ri > ;u ',
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A similar plan to share savings is currently being investigated by

the Office of :Ianagement and Budget.

The House Appropriations Subcomittee that handles

Treasury-Postal-General funding has included a provision in
its FY 1988 bill that would allow shared savings to be tested
in the executive branch . . . using "an experimental format

for three years under Congressional oversight and review" (1).

The plan proposed differs from that in the previous paragraph in

that the bill would allow "the sharing ot any productivity -ains ''.qith

federal agencies and their employees in accord with guidelines

determined by the President'" (1). The method proposed in the previous

paragraph would only allow program managers to obtain recognition for

money saved and reduce management risk in the future by returning

currently available funds. Additional assessments could be made of

these and other potential incentives and how program and fund nanagers

would react to them.

TABLE 31

t()W -UC11 COULD BE R E'TFJRNED
F

Cumulative Cumulative
033 Freq uencv Percent -reqiency Percent

None/Verv Small 50 11.4 50 11.4

Fwo to Five Orcent 3.2 7.3 5.
S ix to Len Percent 43 . 3,) 1.-4

Greater than 10 Percent 33 7.5 171 38.9
Do Not Know 2(9 (1. 40 Uo. 0

Responses to question 34 indicate that contracting oftfcers are

apparently divided on the effects of two-year bud,,,t s. .n r, "1t '1 3"

percent answered that two-year budgets would provide better budget

i rmI],r atinm . r ed'.m, the owl Po oW li i u c)rroiit',w ir Il; ,.

.- :
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there is no reason to protect a budget. About 27 percent felt two-year

nud,,ets would provide better information but have little impact relative

to complete obligation of funds to avoid budget cuts since reallocation

or reprogramming of funds can still take place. The remainder,

approximately 34 percent did not know enough to estimate the impact

(Table 32).

TABLE 32

TWO-YEAR BUDGETS t'OULD:

Cumulative ,umulat Lve

Q34 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer 13
Reduce the Need to Obligate 169 39.0 169 39.0
Have Little Impact 115 26.4 o5.

Do Not Know 149 34.4 433 100.0

Comments received relative to improving the process in answer to

the open ended questions in the survey included sug0:,estions to: (1.

Remove the time limit on obligations provided a committment is made

durin' the fiscal year; (b.) Increase use of t;o- yeir inui 't s; Dfd (,.

Increase use of multi-year or no-year funding. Although comnents ,'ere

u iC _'1"1 10 r,:co:u: ie v ,. :c: t ,jL ,:::v . e 1 o . it[v2,,

"u.-S ,'~ ojr Incur re *1.*t '&:j C~ : :1c. I 12 "c ~ r :11;i* "

)tlcr corluirt s indicated that po~ici,2s curent Iv in 7r(-e Lor Air -cc

Systems Command may be more applicable to base procurements, especially

in other operationil ;iiajor conmiands, since mruch of the § in 1in hinI e,

within the Air Force Systems Comand is of the R&D and procurement

One of the ::'o.t si.,Inificant coiments r:ame from Ii ciptiin iorksi in' i:
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experience manageable because I have support from my superiors to set

deadlines and say '<VO' to unnecessary late purchase requests". hether

similar procedures should or could be used in other procurement offices

will remain open to debate.

Research Question Four

Would additional training of Air Force Systems Command fund

managers or contracting officers be beneficial in reducing the

possibility of waste, and, if so, what areas should that training cover?

Survey questions 35 - 38 specifically addressed this issue.

The results show that 33.5 percent favor additional training,

relative to year-end spending problems and issues, for contractin3

officers while 53.1 percent favor additional training for program/fund

managers (Tables 33 - 34).

TABLE 33

TRAINING OF THE CONTRACTING OFFICER IS ADEQUATE

Cumulative Cumulative

,33 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

,$o Answer 7
Strongly Agree 23 5.2 23 3.2

3. e17 3}.3 -.- P

N4either Agree or Disagree 122 27.S 292 ,
Disagree 123 2,')' 41 *4 1
Strongly Disagree 24 5.5 439 100.0

44I
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TABLE 34

TRAINING OF THE PROGRAM MANAGER ig ADEQUATE

Cumulative Cumulative
Q36 Frequency Percent Fre:iuency Percent

No Answer 17
Strongly Agree 11 2.6 11 2.6
Agree 70 10.3 1I 1.
Neither Agree or Disagree 120 28.0 201 46.9
Disagree 1b4 36.2 _,3.1

Strongly Disagree 64 14.9 429 100.0

The additional training recommended for program/project management

personnel and funds managers was primarily in the oirea of contracting

procedures and schedules (58.1 percent). The next highest rated area

for training of program/project personnel was a familiarization with.

current policies restricting year-end obligation of funds (Table 35).

Additional training desired by contracting officers .,,as budget and

financial (33.4 percent), with year-end policies, contracting procedures

and schedules, and legal restrictions foLlowing in that order (Tal?

36).

Although very few added comments in the space provided in both

4uestions 57 and oS, ,, t ,, ii( noted t;,It all ),o ..I , e .. ...1

required for both contracti ns; off icers and project man...... " er ,)nm,

inolrm.ai orna; ! r .necs atr i fo Icnrt negot iaio ad . . . , ,9 . ysi,

information necessary for contract negotiation and cost/price analysis.

-S-
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TABLE 35

ADDITIONAL TRAINING FOR THE PROGRAM MANAGER

Cumulative Cumulative
Q37 Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer 28
Budget and Financial 28 6.7 28 6.7
Procedures/Schedules 243 58.1 271 64.3
Legal Restrictions 41 9.8 312 74.6
Current Year-End Policies 30 19.1 392 93.
Other 26 6.2 418 100.0

TABLE 36

ADDITIONAL TRAINING FOR THE CONTRACTING OFFICER

Cumulative Cumulative
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent

No Answer 30
Budget and Financial 139 33.4 139 33.4
Procedures/Schedules 7S 16.6 217 -)2
Legal Restrictions 70 16.8 237 69.0
Current Year-End Policies I~l 24.3 366 93.3
Other 28 6.7 416 100.0

Conclusion

This chapter has summarized the information received from the

surcvy (-I civilian and miLitary contractiag officers iiti t>he Air ,:urc

Systems Coimand. rhe following chapter will provide conclusions -nd

reco:uiefl,{aL i,)s t Jr furth~er inw~stigation.

i
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V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMENDATIONS FOR

FUTURE RESEARCH

Introduction

This chapter presents the answers to the four research questions

presented in Chapter One. Each of the four questions will be considered

with the conclusions which may be drawn based on the data available from

this study. Additionally, the implications of these answers for future

policy decisions will be considered and areas for further research

suggested.

Research Question One

Do contracting officials agree with the causes identified in

previous research and which of these is considered to be the 27ost

important?

In general, the survey participants did agree with the causes of

year-end spending identified in previous research. The five causes, is

ranked in this study were: (1) the need to obligate before expiration of

funds; (2) the complexity of DOD procurement, including the

organizational ind operating environment as well as the 'goods iid

setr.vc:-,s -r' . : 1'1. Tl inH in

future budget cuts; (4) the late receipt of contingency funds; ind ,5)

late budget approval by the Congress. The fact that late budglet

approval was ranked fifth is particularly significant when considered in

light of verbal comments whirh tended to blame the Congress first. Tn

any case, the first sever.il causes.,, ere closely ranked and appe:r ) h,

interrelated.

4
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Additionally, about 25 percent of the respondents identified

additional causes for year-end spending. The largest portion of these

comments related to the need for better planning on the part of program

and project managers. Also considered important were frequently

changing or poorly defined requirements, lack of knowledge regarding

contracting processes and schedule leadtimes, and delays in receipt of

required funds.

Research Question Two

Do contracting officers feel that policies which implement earlier

deadlines decrease the potential for waste?

Over 50 percent of those responding felt that current policies do

not reduce the potential for waste. Over 60 percent indicated that

there were problems in year-end obligation of funds. The "typical"

officer in this study also felt that there is some pressure to ohliate

funds for low priority items and almost 50 percent indicated there was

pressure to obligate funds for unnecessary items.

With regard to causes of waste, the most significant was the

:, 2uir.neut to hu rrry ne'.2 t ilto:1s before the e:nd of the iscal ,-r.

\orkloads did increase enough to cause management problams and manpower

sa~rtd e .er C'ja5 i1eced s i ircant 'v ne~ir 1v 7K) )erc, rit ol )i'

responding.

Research Question Three

Are there otF r methods or policies which would provide better

i :ntn L ves f r man. . rs , nd cont r:c t ini o C ici. Is to 71 in j'J L -j

unnecessary use of goovernment funds?



Several conclusions can be drawn from this study. First, there

,needs to be additional incentive for managers to spend less than the

budgeted amount. The perception of future budgets being dependent on

the use of current funds is likely to continue as an impediment to the

return of funds which may not be needed in the applicable fiscal year.

Any method which increases the incentive to spend less than the budgeted

amount will minimize the amount of government funds needed.

1f risk to program managers is reduced, the amount of funds

required may be correspondingly reduced. For example, better advance

budget information would allow better planning and program risk

reduction. Additionally, if it were possible for a program manager to

contribute current funds to an "insurance" pool, with the znowledge that

they would offset future risks, the incentive to reduce current spending

could be increased.

Contracting officers do feel that current policies are not fuily

effective. Verbal comments to'ether vith apparent variations ,)

appropriation show that policies which restrict obligations :t year-end

may be more op Iica l~ to other coni inando . Iivn the CLn Li o Air

Force .Yvstems C orunand procurenents and the Ien jthy ,-ntri nti.

negotiation and obligation car tar than iniht be ideal. \e!,i:at ion jI

current policies mioht he beneficial if ut Fir ient manpower wer,,

avui1abte at the proper times needed for obli;iation.

If committment of, flinds was sufficient to rosorve the :,nev tor

,41 i tion b-',rond the o*nh 1'- ,1h1 -ii.l .)l, ldi i i '! I !o

ii It)W¢,', to con;, H ,ll 1, )ri,)ri ! hut nd) ItL, l *o,'vaa~

p3

,4 ,,"•" "- .% ' .". , % .. " .,".,. _.",'_-% , ., ",% . .'_W ' . % % " .•. .,. . - '% 
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the potential waste due to hurried negotiations or duplicative buying.

Over tO percent of those responding felt that such a method would be

beneficial.

Research Question Four

Would additional training of Air Force Systems Command fund

,nanagers or contracting officers he beneficial in reducing the

possibility of waste, and if so, what areas should that training cover?

Over 50 percent of those responding, to the survey '---ieu tat

training for program :anagers was not adequate and that this training

should emphasi ,e contracting procedures and scliedulus. 'ore ,r, cir and

project managers fully aware of the practical. and statutory requirements

for successful contract award, bot-h requirements generation and pl nninz/

might be improved. For the contracting officer, about 33 percent Let

that training w.as less than adetuate. The desired trii-ning areas .,ere.

budget and financial, and current year-end policies.

Policy Implications

In the future it may be possible to tst nethods and Iolcies ,hih

mit rO~ 1 ~ illiolil in 2uc i: Ar *

) - 'o)vrnl en, :i ,ts ',n, :'2~1uc'" :u: , nr'" , ". "i_ , -•. : .

year. From 'tie p)eriCC eci ive of tioc contr c:ilg ,) ricer, t I c, Ins

current policies may satisfy the media and Congress but not solve the

probl(,ns it .]ppe.ircr L sol ve.

Reco.mendations for Fol lo w-on e ise.r c i

.;everal ireas,- of this c;t',i v ire potenti,1I V worthy of add itL,),a 1

l ''. i'i t t I 1ii*- -; .l' . . .. .' ,. . . . . ..) t'



progran/project officers ,vho lenerite requirenents and are r'sponsilal

for overa!i )ro.-r i :,st., c~hidul, indI performailca i:ssuie2. rnput 'ron

their perspective could allow additional insight into the problems

incurred in year-end obligation of fuids :ind proviLde information

regarding methods which could be uised as incentive to return excess

funds.

ALthough beyond the scope of a thesis it might also be possibI3 to

_est acent i. 'e pl.1s on1 I ili r .i . is i )r 1] ; 1 1 , ;,C, _r r ) ra r .:

or base locations. Investigation of the best methods for potential

testing and the associated requireiments lor waiver of current

regulations to allow testing would also be beneficial as future policy

inputs.



APPENDIX A: SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

DSPAATMENT OF THE AIR ;CRC
AIR UNIVERS;TY

CAR FCRCS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

WRIGA-7E.SCN AiR FOC -BASE OH .35433-iM8

1 5 JUN i7

AOF LSG

SSJI Survey of the Contracting Officer's Perspective on Year-End Spending

'o Air Force Contracting Personnel

1. Periodically there is renewed emphasis and enforcement of year-end
spending policies. These policies are intended to prevent wasteful and
hurried obligation of government funds. However, there currently is
little statistical information regarding the impact of these policies
and their relative effectiveness. This survey is designed to provide
feedback of your perspective on these policies. Study results will
provide valuable insight into the year-end spending process for future
policy decisions.

2. Your participation is voluntary and your responses will be
anonymous. To complete the survey, circle the appropriate response or
write your response below the question as appropriate. After completing
the questionnaire, please backen the corresponding circles on the
survey answer sheet. Your SSAN is not required. Results will be
presented in terms of the "typical" contracting officer's perception of
year-end spending. When the results of the survey are published,
readers will in no way be able to identify specific individuals. This
survey has been coordinated through the Military Personnel Survey
Control Office.

3. Please return the survey and the answer sheet to AFIT/LSG in the
enclosed envelope within five working days. If you have any questions,
contact Capt David Goble at ALTOVON 7S5-6569. Thank you for your
cooperation and participation.

A.N-riIO1Y D 'AE2LO, 3 atcah
Professor of rinancial >.ana-oment :. Survey
school of Systems and Logis::s . Eeurn :nveqoe

2. Answer Sheet

STRENGTH THROUGH KNOWLEOGE
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Please indicate your response by circling the letter of the best answer for
each question or filling in the blank when requested. After completing the
survey, please blacken the corresponding response on the survey answer sheet.

1. Please select your primary AFSC or GS/GM series identifier.

a. 6534
b. 6516

c. 6596
d. GS-1102
e. Other (Please specify.)

2. Military rank. Civilians, please skip to question 3.

a. 2Lt
b. lLt
c. Captain
d. Major
e. Lt Col
f. Colonel

3. Civilian grade. Military members, please skip to question 4.

a. GS-7
b. GS-9
c. GS-1l
d. GS-12
e. GS/GM-13
f. GS/GM-14
g. GS/GM-15

4. To which organization are you now assigned?

a. Hq AFSC
b. Space Division
c. Armament Division
d. Electronic Systems Division
e. Aeronautical Systems Division
f. a test organization
g. a laboratory
h. an AFPRO
i. AFCMD
j. other

5. Please indicate your primary responsibility as a contracting officer.

a. a warranted contracting officer
b. a buyer
c. staff duties not directly involved in obligating funds
d. other primary title (Please fill in.)
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6. How many years experience do you have in contracting?

a. two or less
b. three or four
c. five or six
d. seven through nine
e. ten or more years years

7. Against which appropriation is the majority of funding obligated?

a. Research and Development (3600)
b. Aircraft (3010)
c. Missile (3020)
d. Other procurement (3080)
e. Operations and Maintenance (3400)
f. Not directly involved in obligating funds
g. Other or don't know

5
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Previous research has indicated the following were primary causes for hurried
spending late in the fiscal year. Please read questions 8 - 12 and then rank
order the causes listed.

8. Late receipt of contingency funds no longer needed by other programs
should be ranked:

a. first
b. second
c. third
d. fourth
e. fifth

9. Late budget approval by the Congress should be ranked:

a. first
b. second
c. third
d. fourth
e. fifth

10. The perceived need to obligate before funds expire should be ranked:

a. first
b. second
c. third
d. fourth
e. fifth

11. The perceived need to obligate all current funds and thereby prevent

budget cuts in the next year should be ranked:

a. first
b. second
c. third
d. fourth
e. fifth

12. The complexity of DoD procurement, including the or'anizationa and
operating environment as wel as the goods and services procured, should be
ranked:

a. first
b. second
c. third
d. fourth
e. fifth

13. Do you feel that there is an important cause that has not been 7entrtionent4

a. Yes
b. No

9)
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14. If you answered yes to question 13, please identify the cause below.

15. Where should it be inserted in the ranking above? Please skip to queston
16 if you did not identify another cause.

a. First
b. Between first and second
c. Between second and third
d. Between third and fourth
e. Between fourth and fifth
f. Last

16. From the contracting officer's perspective, obligation of funds near the
end of the fiscal year is not a significant problem.

a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree
e. Strongly disagree

17. Contracting officers are familiar with policies which limit obligation of
funds near year-end.

a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree
e. Strongly disagree

18. Does your organization impose additional policy restrictions on
obligation of funds near year-end?

a. Yes
b. No
c. Don't know

19. Policies which require early obligation of funds are effective in
reducing the potential for waste.

a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree
e. Strongly disagree

"!.
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20. Year-end spending policy restrictions also have the effect of restricting
the obligation of multiyear funds (e.g. 3010, 3020, 3080) which are not
expiring.

a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree
e. Strongly disagree

21. Contracting officers are not pressured into obligating funds for
unncessary or questionable items near the end of the fiscal year.

a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree
e. Strongly disagree

22. Contracting officers are not pressured into acquiring low priority items
late in the fiscal year.

a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree
e. Strongly disagree

For the purpose of answering the following questions (23 - 28), waste should
be considered to be any unnecessary o7: excessive expenditure of government
funds.

23. Administrative error is a signficant contributing factor in the potential
waste of government funds at the end of the fiscal year.

a. Strongly agree0 b. Agree

c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree
e. Strongly disagree

24. Lack of competition is a significant contributing factor in the potential

waste of government funds at the end of the fiscal year.

a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree
e. Strongly disagree

7
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25. Hurried negotiation is a significant contributing factor in the potential
waste of government funds at the end of the fiscal year.

a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree
e. Strongly disagree

26. Purchase of very low priority or unneeded items is a significant
contributing factor in the potential waste of government funds at the end of
the fiscal year.

a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree
e. Strongly disagree

27. Shortage of contracting officer/buyer manpower is a significant
contributing factor in the potential waste of government funds at the end of
the fiscal year.

a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree
e. Disagree strongly

28. Please identify any other important factor which increases the potential
for waste.

29. It is the contracting officer's responsibility to make judgements
regarding the necessity of purchases or funds obligated.

a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree
e. Strongly disagree

30. How much does your workload increase in the third quarter (April - June)
as a result of policies which require early obligation ot funds?

a. It does not increas,-
b. Only a small amount
c. A significant but manageable amount
d. Enough to cause workload problems
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31. How much does your workload increase in the fourth quarter (Julv -
September) timeframe?

a. It does not increase
b. Only a small amount
c. A significant but manageable amount
d. Enough to cause workload problems

32. Use of expired unobligated funds for purchase of lower priority items
after the end of the fiscal year would be beneficial.

a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree
e. Strongly disagree

33. If you were guaranteed that you (or the Program/Fund Manager) would
receive funding at least equal to the portion returned unused in this fiscal
year, what percentage of the yearly budget could be returned?

a. None or a very small amount
b. Less that two percent
c. Two to five percent
d. Six to ten percent
e. Greater than ten percent
f. Don't know

34. Proposed two-year budgets which "lock-in" the following years budget at
the Congressional level would:

a. Provide better budget information and reduce the need to obligate all
current year funds since there is no reason to "protect" a budget.

b. Provide better budget information but have little impact since
Hq USAF has the ability to reallocate funds between programs in the
same appropriation.

c. Don't know.

35. Training of contr3ctin, officers relative to vear-en sDenin prrie27
and issues is adequate.

a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree
e. Strongly disagree
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36. Training of program/project officers or responsible fund managers with
respect to the contractual aspects of year-end spending is adequate.

a. Strongly agree
b. Agree
c. Neither agree or disagree
d. Disagree
e. Strongly disagree

37. The most important area of additional training for program/project office
personnel and funds managers is:

a. Budget and financial
b. Contracting procedures and schedules
c. Legal restrictions
d. Familiarization with current policies restricting year-end obligation

of funds.
e. Other

38. The most important area of additional training for contracting office
personnel is:

a. Budget and financial
b. Contracting procedures and schedules
c. Legal restrictions
d. Familiarization with current policies restricting year-end obligation

of funds.
e. Other

39. Please feel free to cormnent below on any issue relative to year-end
spending which you feel deserves additional attention including any
suggestions you may have relative to the need for revision of current policy.



APPENDIX B: SAS DATA ANALYSIS PROGRAM

*OPTION4S LINESIZE=73;

PROC FORMAT;

VALUE LQIA .='NO ANSWER'
0= '6534'
1=' 6516'

-. 2='6596'
3='GS-1102'
4='OTHER';

VALUE LQ2A .='NO ANSWER'
0= '2LT'
1=' ILT'
2='CAPT'
3='MAJ'
4='LT COL'
5='COL';

VALUE LQ3A .='NO ANSWER'
0=' GS-7'
1=' GS-9'
2='GS-11'
3='GS-12'
4='GS/GM-13'
5='GS/GM-14'
6='GS/GPI--15';

VALUE LQ4A .='NO ANSWER'
O='HQ AFSC'
1='SPACE DIVISION'
2='ARMAIMENT DIVISION'
3='ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS DIVISION'
4=' AERONAUTICAL SYSTEMS DIVISION'
5=' VEST ORGANIZATION'
6=' LABORATORY'
7='AFPRO'
3=' I{Q AFCMD'
9='OTHER';

VALVJE 1,05A .='NO ANS2,'VR'
)-' W ARRANTED COTA~.GOFFICER'
1=' BUYER'
2='STAFF DUTIES'
3='OTHER TITLE';

VALUE LQ6A .'NO ANSWER'
O='TWO OR LESS'
1='THREE OR FOUR'
2='FIVE OR SIX'
3='SEVEN THRU NINE'
4='TEN OR MORE';

VALUE LQ7A .='NO ANSWER'
O='R&D'
1=' AIRCRAF'
2='MlISS 11LF'



w- -a..vc 4c

* 3='OTHER (3080)'
4='OJlc'4

5='NOT INVOLVED'
* 6='OTHER OR UNKNOWN';

VALUE LQ8A .='NO ANSWER'
O='FIRST'
1=' SECOND'
2='THIRD'
3='FOURTH'
4='FIPTH';

VALUE LQ13A .='NO ANSWER'
0=' YES'
1='NO';

VALUE LQ14A .='N/A';
VALUE LQ15A .='N/A'

O='FIRST'
1='BTWN FIRST & SECOND'
2='BTWN SECOND & THIRD'
3='BTWN THIRD & FOURTH'
4='BTWN FOURTH & FIFTH'
5='LAST';

VALUE LQ16A .='NO ANSWER'
0=' STRONGLY AGREE?
1=' AGREE'
2='NEITHER AGREE OR DISAGREE'
3=' DISAGREE'
4='STRONGLY DISAGREE';

VALUE LQ18A .='NO ANSWER'
0=' YES'
1=' NO'
2='UNKNOWN';

VALUE LQ19A .='NO ANSWER'
0= 'STRONGLY AGREE'
1=' AGREE'
2='NEITHER AGREE OR DISAGREE'
3=' DISAGREE'
4='STRONGLY DISAGREE';

VALUE LQ30A . =' NO ANSWER'
(J='DOES NOT ICRilASE'
I='ONLY A SMALL AMOUNT'
2='SIGNIFICANT BUT MANAGEABLE'
3='CAUSES WORKLOAD PROBLEMS';

VALUE LQ32A .='NO ANSWER'
O='STRONGLY AGREE'
I='AGREE'
2='NEITHER AGREE OR DISAGREE'
3='DISAGREE'
4-'STRONGLY DISAGREE';



VALUE LQ33A .='NO ANSWER'
O='NONE/VERY SiALL '
1='< 2 PERCENT'
2='2 TO 5 PERCENT'
3='6 TO 10 PERCENT'
4='> 10 PERCENT'
5='DO NOT KNOW';

VALUE LQ34A .='NO ANSWER'
O='REDUCE THE NEED TO OBLIGATE'
1='LITTLE IMPACT'
2='DO NOT KNOW';

VALUE LQ35A .='NO ANSWER'

0=' STRONGLY AGREE'
1=' AGREE'
2='NEITHER AGREE OR DISAGREE'
3=' DISAGREE'
4='STRONGLY DISAGREE';

VALUE LQ37A .='NO ANSWER'
O='BUDGET AND FINANCIAL'
1=' CONTRACTING PROCEDURES AND SCHEDULES'
2=' LEGAL RESTRICTIONS'
3='YEAR-END POLICY RESTRICTIONS'
4='OTHER';

DATA INIT;

INFILE RETURNS;
INPUT CONTROL 1-8
QI 9 Q2 10 Q3 11 Q4 12 Q5 13
Q6 14 Q7 15 Q8 16 Q9 17 Q10 18
QIl 19 Q12 20 Q13 21 Q14 22 QI5 23
Q16 24 Q17 25 QI8 26 Q19 27 Q20 28
Q21 29 Q22 30 Q23 31 Q24 32 Q25 33
Q26 34 Q27 35 Q28 36 Q29 37 Q30 38
Q31 39 Q32 40 Q33 41 Q34 42 Q35 43
! 36 44 Lq37 43 Q38 46;

ATTRIB QI FOR,%tAT= LQIA. LABEL= 'AFSC OR JOB SERIES'

Q3 FOR.IAT= LOA3,. LA\E,= 'CIVILIAN GRADE'
Q4 FORMAT= LQ4A. LALEL= 'ASSIGNED ORGANIZATION'
Q5 FORMAT= LQ5A. LABEL= 'PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY'
Q6 FORMAT= LQ6A. LABEL= 'YEAZS COTRACTING E'.XPERIENCE'
Q7 FORMAT= LQ7A. LABEL= 'MAJORITY FUND APPROPRIATION'

OFORMAT= LQ 8A. LABEL= 'IATE RECEIPT OF CONTINGENCY
FUNDS'

Q9 FORMAT= LQSA. LABEL= 'LATE BUIGET APPROVAL BY
CONG(,RESS'

L FO R -iAT= ITO,$;\. .A , '"' I .... ."
EXPIRATION'

QI IFOR !AT= I,Q,A\ . "A!,L ' NEI)TO OBiI(B;'fl: TO PlIXZ',-NF
1311)CET (i T  '1

0 L [,') ,.\T: T,<-\. ',\1'!. - '( 'U I ,'K i' ')1 [

')f
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PROCUREMENT'
Q13 FORAAT=LQ13A. LABEL= 'MORE IMPORTANT CAUSE OF

SPENDING'
Q14 FOR.MAT=LQ14A. LABEL= 'OPEN QUESTION'
Q15 FORMAT=LQ15A. LABEL= 'ADDITIONAL CAUSE SHOULD RANAl\K

Q16 FORMAT=LQi6A. LA3EL= 'Y-E OBLIGATION NOT A PROBEA'
Q17 FORMAT=LQ16A. LABEL= 'CO IS FAMILIAR WITH Y-E

POLICY'
QI8 FOR.MAT=LQl8A. LABEL= 'ORGANIZATION IMPOSES ADDED

LIMITS'
Q19 FORMAT=LQl9A. LABEL= 'POLICY REDUCES POTENTIAL

WASTE'

Q20 FORIAT=LQ19A. LABEL= 'RESTRICTIONS LIMIIT
NON-EXPIRING FUNDS'

Q21 FORJAT=LQ19A. LABEL= 'NOT PRESSURED FOR !,_JECESSARY
ITEMS'

Q22 FORIMAT=LQ19A. LABEL= '1OT PRESSURED FOR LOW
PRIORITY ITEMS'

Q23 FORMAT=LQ19A. LABEL= 'ADMIN ERROR IS A SIGNIFICANT
FACTOR'

Q24 FOIRMAT=LQ19A. LABEL= 'LACK OF COMPETITION
SIGNIFICANT'

Q25 FORMAT=LQ19A. LABEL= 'HURRIED NEGOTIATION
SIGNIFICANT'

Q26 FORMAT=LQl9A. LABEL= 'PURCHASE OF VERY L9I
SIGNIFICANT'

Q27 FOR.MAT=LQ19A. LABEL= 'SHORTAGE OF ,IANPOWER
SIGNIFICANT'

Q28 FORAT=LQ19A. LABEL= 'OTHER FACTORS - OPE,\
QUESTION'

Q29 FORMIAT=LQ19A. LABEL= 'CO RESPONSIBILIFY TO JUDGE'
Q30 FORmAr=LQ3OA. LABEL= 'THIRD QUARTER WORKLOAD

INCREASE'
031 FORMIAT=LQ3OA. LABEL= 'FOURTH QUARTER WORKLOAD

INCREASE'
Q32 ..... T A \ L L - E: T ) FUNDS FOR, L'Ii

'.' BENEFICI AL'
'j ! 33 .'r i A ' = ! Y ,\ L A R V L -I . 'IA '' 'IIW ' :C O I;¢ [T .) H ~ ' ! ' ' 7 }

f,34 A3')3 T .\ LABE- r, O-YEAR 3UDG!"TS TOIL):

35 VOWIi: ) A = A LABEL= ' ',A I[ OF CO E) AD..A '
Q36 FORMAT=LQ35A. LABEL= 'TRAINING OF PM IS ADEQUATE'
Q37 FORVAT=LQ37A. LABtIEL= 'ADDITIONAL TRAINING FOR PM:'
Q38 FORMAF LQ37A. LABEL= 'ADDITIONAL TRAINING FOR GO:' ;

PROC PRINT;

PROC FREQ;

TABLLS _ALI_
T,,\lTFS 74 :-:  (: 12 ')
F~ABLES 2::(0));

d''
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TAi3LES Q8* (Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);

TABLES Qg-* (Q(1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q1O* (QI Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);

- TABLES Q11* (Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q12 (QI Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q13* (QI Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q1 - (QI Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q15* (Qi Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q15* (QI Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q17* (QI Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TAKES QI7* (QI Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q18* (QI Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q19 (Qi Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);

'FABLES Q20* (Qi Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TAKES Q21* (Q 1(2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q22* (Qi Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q22* (QI Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q28- (Qi Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q24* (QI Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q250 (QI Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q26" (Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q27 (QI Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q23 (QI Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q34* (Qi Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q30* (QI Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES 31- (QI Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q33* (Q1 Q2 3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
TABLES Q34* (Qi Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);

., TABLES Q35* (Qi1 Q2 3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);
-i' TABLES 0)36 "* (QI Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);

i. . TABLE.S Q37*- (QI Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);

.. TABLES Q38* (QI Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7);

.1*
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Block 19. Abstract.

The purpose of this study was to examine the perspectives of Air
Force Systems Command contracting officers relative to year-end spending
practices, current policies, and changes needed in order to Minimize
waste and/or the perception of waste given that year-end spending is not
necessarily wasteful.

Four research questions were addressed. These were: (1) Do
contracting officials agree with the causes of year-end spending
identified in previous research and which of these is considered to be
the most significant factor? (2) Do policies which implement earlier
(e.g., third quarter of the fiscal year) deadlines decrease the
potential for waste? (3) Are there other methods or policies which
would provide better incentives for managers and contracting officials
to minimize the unnecessary use of available government funds?
(4) Would additional training of Air Force fund managers and
contracting officers be beneficial in reducing the possibility of waste,
and, if so, what areas should that training cover?

In general, most contracting officers did agree with the causes
previously identified and considered the need to obligate before
expiration of funds as the most significant. Additional causes,
including the complexity of the procurement environment, followed
closely in the order of importance. Over 50 percent of those responding
indicated that current policies do not reduce the potential waste. The
"typical" Air Force Systems Command contracting officer also feels that
there is some pressure to obligate funds for low prioity items. The
most significant cause of waste was the requirement to hurry
negotiations before the end of the fiscal year.

With respect to potential policy improvements and additional.
training, most felt that additional incentives are necessary to minimize
the use of funds and that additional training would be beneficial. For
program managers this training should emphasize contracting procedures
and schedules. Contracting officers desired additional training i.n trhe
financial area and better knowledge of current year-end policies.
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